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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1. In response to communications filed on 28 March 2008, claims 1-10, 12-15, and 17-28 
are presently pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-6, and 9,10, 12-15, 17-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 2005/0198070 (Lowry) in view of "Context Query in Information 
Retrieval," known hereafter as Chi and US 5444823, known hereafter as Nguyen. 

3. As per Claim I : 

1. A method comprising: 

Identifying an implicitly defined semantic structure in a document, Lowry Para 187. 

where a plurality of rules are associated with the implicitly defined semantic structure 
Lowry, Para 189 (teaching calculating a term proximity), Para 233 (teaching limiting proximity 
to the bounds of the implicit structure); 

Determining a location of a first term and a location of a second term within the 
implicitly defined semantic structure; Lowry, Para 333 
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Outputting the distance value to rank the document for relevancy to a search query that 
includes the first term and the second term. Lowry, Para 189. 

Lowery teaches a systems which located implicit and explicit semantic structures in a 

documents, and then uses term proximity to rank the pages, however it limits the proximity 

determination to within the identified structure. Lowry, Paras 187, 189, and 233. However, 

Lowry does not disclose using a expert system to determine the proximity. Yet, Lowery does 

teach that there are a number of factors that define different levels of proximity. Lowry Paras 9- 

14 (teaching same sentence, paragraph, and within a designated word limit.) Chi also teaches a 

number of rules that can aid in determining how closely related two terms are based on the 

provided semantic structure, and that should impact the rank. Chi, Section 4. Nguyen teaches 

building an expert system to implement a set of rules having deferent weights: 

The most common line of reasoning used by an expert system involves the chaining, 
either forward, backward or a flexible mix thereof, of IF-THEN rules. However, as 
knowledge of the domain for a particular problem is almost always incomplete and, has, 
therefore, a degree of uncertainty in the solution thereof, a rule may have associated 
therewith, a confidence factor ("CF") or weight. (col 1 lines 30-40) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to Create an expert system that applied a set of rules to each implicit structure, as 

proximity should be separated by structure (Lowery), to provide a distance measure based on the 

location of the terms in the structure to rank the documents, as it would provide a system that 

more accurately ranked documents based on known inferences that can be drawn about claim 

relationships without human intervention. 



As per Claim 2, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
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2. The method of claim 1. wherein the document is a HTML (Hyper- 
Text Markup Language) document. {Chi Section 4 para 1} 

As- per Claim 3, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

3 . The method of claim 2, wherein the implicitly defined semantic 
structures include lists created with HTML tags {Chi Rule 6}. 

As- per Claim 4, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

4. The method of claim 3, wherein the HTML tags include paragraph 
tags, new line tags, bold tags, or table tags {Chi Rule 6} . 

As per Claim 5, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

5 . The method of claim 1 , further comprising: 

locating explicitly defined semantic structures . {Chi Rule 5} 
As per Claim 6, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

6. The method of claim 1, wherein the semantic structures include 
lists. {Chi Rule 5, Rule 6} 

As per Claim 9, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

9. The method of claim 1, wherein the implicitly defined semantic 

structures include titles or headings(Rule 2, Rule 4, Rule 6). 
As per Claim 10, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 1 rejection. 

As per Claim 12, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 10 rejection. 
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As- per Claim 13, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 6 rejection. 

As per Claim 14, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 6 rejection. 

As per Claim 15, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
The method of claim 13, wherein determining the semantically 
based distance values further includes: 

assigning a distance value indicative of closeness when two terms are 
present in a same item of the list. {Rule 5, Rule6 } 

As per Claim 17, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

1 7. The method of claim 1 6, wherein the implicitly defined semantic 
structures arc located prior to the ranking. {Section 5.1 3 rd para} As the rules are used 
in determining the ranking it is inherent that the structures are located prior to ranking the 
documents. 

As per Claim 18, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 2 rejection. 

As per Claim 19, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 3 rejection. 

As per Claim 20, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 4 rejection. 

As per Claim 21, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 9 rejection. 
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As- per Claim 22, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 12 rejection. 

As per Claim 23, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 1 rejection. 

As per Claim 24, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

24. The device of claim 24, wherein the processor further: 
receives a search query that contains the terms. {Section 1 para 3} 

As per Claim 25, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

25. A method comprising: 

receiving a search query; (Section 1 para 3} 

presenting the documents in an order influenced by the ranking. {Section 5.1 paras 
2 and 3 } The rest of the limitation are taught in the claim 1 rejection above. 
As per Claim 26, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 2 rejection. 

As per Claim 27, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 3 rejection. 

As per Claim 28, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 5 rejection. 
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Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 2005/0198070 
(Lowry) in view of "Context Query in Information Retrieval," known hereafter as Chi and US 
5444823, known hereafter as Nguyen, in view of applicants admitted prior art. 

Claim 7 teaches the determination of proximity of search terms, but fails to expressly 
disclose the method for calculating the proximity. However the applicant admits this method is 
known is para 5 of the specification "Closeness of terms in this context may be measured simply 
by counting the number of words in the document occurring between the search terms.". Thus it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use this method to calculate the 
proximity, as it was known function in the art for determining proximity. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 2005/0198070 
(Lowry) in view of "Context Query in Information Retrieval," known hereafter as Chi and US 
5444823, known hereafter as Nguyen, in view of "Automatic Discovery of Semantic Structures 
in HTML Documents," known hereafter as Mukherjee. 

Chi Teaches the claims upon which claim 8 is dependant, but fails to expressly disclose 
"locating repeating occurrences of a set of two or more text formatting commands." However 
this feature is taught by Makherjee in the section labeled our approach. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the teachings of Makherjee in the invention 
as it would locate contexts that would not have been found in the system of Chi and thus make 
the results more accurate. 



Response to Arguments 
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4. Applicant's arguments filed 28 March 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to the applicant's arguments that the combination of Lowry, Chi et al, and 
Nguyen do not disclose "selecting one of a plurality of rules based on a relationship of locations 
of first and second terms within a implicitly defined semantic structure, and determining a 
distance value between the first and second terms using the selected rule", the arguments have 
been considered, but are not deemed persuasive. 

One cannot show nonobviousncss by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

While Lowry does not distinctly disclose selecting the rules as stated Lowry does 
disclose different proximity types (within the same sentence, paragraph, or within a designated 
word limit) and discusses different effectiveness involved with different types. Lowry also 
discloses trying to break down semantic structures to more effectively improve the search. Chi 
discloses using rules that can aid in determining how closely related terms are based on semantic 
structure. Nguyen teaches building a search system using expert rules these rules allow for 
flexibility in confidence factors. For instance a rule can be made that if words are found close to 
each other within the same paragraph there is less confidence than if they words are found close 
to each other in the same sentence. 



Conclusion 
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5 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacob F. Betit whose telephone number is (571)272-4075. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 10:30 am to 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



jfb 

30 Jun 2008 



/Charles Rones/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2164 



